Purpose -This paper developed and validated a scale of cross-channel behavior and its benefits capable of ascertaining the performance of the consumer buying process.
Introduction
The existence of multiple purchasing channels is transforming the whole retail chain, most notably due to changes in consumer behavior. Standing out among these changes is the increase in Cross Channel Behavior -CCB -which refers to alternating between online and offline channels in a given purchasing process (Gensler, Verhoef, & Böhm, 2012; Gerritsen et.al., 2014) . In this environment, one factor that contributes to the increase in this behavior is the expansion of consumer mobility, resulting from the ownership and use of mobile devices. This mobility has incentivized the simultaneous use of online and offline channels, leading to an increase in the use of search engines, an increase in price comparison websites, and enabling more sales conversions (Saad, 2013) .
In the academic sphere, a wide range of theoretical or empirical studies on behaviors tangent to CCB have taken center stage in the last decade: the role of multichannel retail (Neslin & Shankar, 2009; Pauwels, Leeflang, Teerling, & Huizingh, 2011) ; Cross Channel strategies (Gerritsen et al., 2014; Trenz, 2015) ; the Omnichannel evolutionary concept (Frazer & Stiehler, 2014; Rigby, 2011; Valentini, Montaguti, & Neslin, 2011) ; and the adoption and spread of technology in retail (Bell, Choi, & Lodish, 2012) .
Although recent studies have shown the relevance of purchasing process behavior in multiple online and offline channels (Flavián, Gurrea, & Orús, 2016; Gerritsen et. al., 2014; Trenz, 2015) , there are few academic papers that have systematically developed a specific instrument for measuring CCB and its benefits for the consumer (Gerritsen et al., 2014; Trenz, 2015) . The representation of this behavior using psychometric techniques can provide precision and standardization (Pasquali, 2007) for the purposes of understanding conduct that is ever more common in consumers: the adoption of new technologies for product and service purchasing processes coexisting with pre-existing technologies for the same end (Xu, Venkatesh, Tam, & Hong, 2010) . However, a broader vision of the dimensions that compose CCB and the possible benefits of its adoption are spread throughout the literature. In addition, a theoretical model that contextualizes them is useful for explaining the possible result derived from research on its use.
This study aimed to develop and validate a scale of adoption of Cross Channel Behavior and its utilitarian/symbolic benefits combined with programmed positive/negative consequences to be delivered to the consumer. The use of this scale can detect the purchasing process performance generated by the frequency of adoption of CCB.
Cross Channel Behavior (CCB)
Some preliminary classification proposals have inserted CCB into the procedural stages of pre-purchase and effective purchase of a product, for example searching for product information in the online channel and carrying out the purchase in the offline channel (Gerritsen et. al., 2014; Zang, 2012) . This occurs for various reasons, such as different pricing between the online and offline channels, the need to manipulate and try the product before choosing, the urgency with which the product is needed, and the unreliability concerning purchases made over the internet (Aghekyan-Simonian, Forsythe, Kwon, & Chattaraman, 2012; Trenz, 2015; Zhou & Piramuthu, 2010) . Bramall, Schoefer, and McKechnie (2004) had already observed evidence of internet use (online channel) solely to obtain information about products, with purchases occurring in the physical store (offline channel). However, the authors also observed the opposite and reported evidence of purchases carried out solely in the physical channel due to specificities of the product that made it difficult to sell through the online channel. Other studies have observed the completion of purchases in the channel that offers the lowest price, which often occurs in the online channel, despite shipping (Aghekyan-Simonian et al., 2012; Ling, Daud, Piew, Keoy, & Hassan, 2011; Lu & Su, 2009; Zang, 2012) . In addition, Cross Channel Consumer Behavior and its Benefits: Scale Validation to Assess Purchasing Process Performance Kim and Kim (2006) had already observed that the interaction between consumer and retailer/ manufacturer extends to the post-purchase stage and can use both channels, since the consumer can pay in the physical store and monitor the status of the order online, whether tracking the delivery of the product or using Customer Services for suggestions and/or complaints.
Thus, the purchasing behavioral process in crossed channels is broad, numerous, and multidimensional. By combining the pieces, dimensions can be listed, including simultaneous information searches regarding products, product/ price comparisons, and consumer interaction with the retailer/manufacturer, which can occur during the whole purchasing process, starting from prepurchase and extending to post-purchase.
In a behavioral chain, simultaneous searches for information about products, product/price comparisons, and interactions with retailers/manufacturers can be considered as auxiliary precurrent behaviors not required by the purchasing situation (Oliveira-Castro & Campos, 2004; Pohl & Oliveira-Castro, 2008) , since the consumer can in principle buy (current behavior) without any information search (precurrent behavior), buy without comparing products/ prices (precurrent behavior), and not interact with the retailer/manufacturer (precurrent behavior) in a given purchasing process. However, purchases are unlikely to occur without the consumer ever having carried out any of these precurrent behaviors. Precurrent behaviors are defined as responses that increase the frequency of other responses occurring, these being called current (e.g. the purchase of the product), or being reinforced (Oliveira-Castro, Faria, Dias, & Coelho, 2002) . In this conception, CCB becomes a personal strategy to improve the achievement of a response (e.g. purchase) and/or the benefits related to the acquisition process. Consumers who adopt this behavior try to acquire the means to purchase more quickly, acquire better quality products, spend less financial resources and time, avoid the physical effort of displacement, minimize third party criticism, or maximize compliments from reference groups. In other words, it can lead to better performance in their purchases.
The simultaneous search for information (about products)
Searching for information about products can be an important consumer experience for generating pleasure derived from cognitive curiosity, as well as being able to improve consumer choices (Shin, 2009) . Moon (2004) already indicated that in the decision-making process, the consumer can obtain information that is able to ensure better quality products and advantages in terms of price and range, and that can save time and increase convenience.
In addition, studies that have investigated consumption in the online channel have already indicated that the fun and entertainment in searching for products or in comparing products/ prices over the internet can generate a multisensorial experience in the process of purchasing products or services (Bridges & Flossheim, 2008; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; Overby & Lee, 2006) , with or without the purchase actually being made.
Many researchers have studied the hedonistic behavior of searching for product information, which can be explained by a number of reasons: i) a pleasurable sensation derived from the imaginary use of products and objects seen and desired in stores and window displays (Campbell, 2001) , ii) entertainment (Bridges & Florsheim, 2008) , iii) the establishment of social and family bonds and ties (Raghunathan & Corfman, 2006) , iv) the search for self-gratification, which refers to the pleasure and contentment derived from carrying out purchase experiences as a way of improving a momentary negative emotional state, whether as a form of distraction or to improve self esteem (Arnold & Reynolds, 2003) ; v) following market tendencies and innovations (Gursoy, Spangenberg, & Rutherford, 2006) ; vi) voyeurism, to contemplate people, products, environments, and objects (Holbrook, 2001) .
From the CCB perspective, the search for information occurs simultaneously via the internet and in physical stores. It can be linked or not to the purchase actually being carried out (Ling et al., 2011) , but it can also be linked to the way products are acquired (Moon, 2004) . Consumers can search for product information in physical stores (offline channel) without the intention to acquire (O´Shaughnessy & O´Shaughnessy, 2007) , look at window displays simply out of cognitive curiosity (Cheong & Park, 2005) or for fun or leisure (Kiseol, 2010) , but they can also improve the quality of how they buy and what they buy, optimizing resources and time as a result of the information acquired (Moon, 2004) .
Comparing products and prices
When comparing products and prices the consumer seeks to measure the price of alternative brands or promotional prices, payment of the purchase in installments, or discounts in any store where the product is sold (Srivastava & Chakravarti, 2011) . However, individuals are not able to identify all the price possibilities of all products in all stores. There are obstacles to individuals when comparing, such as: time and cost constraints in the search and limitations in terms of intellectual capacity, perception, and the retention of information (Nagle, Hogan, & Zale, 2011) .
The ease of buying products/services due to the democratization of the use of search engines and price comparison websites (Buscapé, Bondfaro, Zoom.com) on the internet has been influenced by the popularization of the use of mobile devices (Bell et al., 2012) . This discussion relates to the proposition that the choice of product composition tends to differ between the online and offline channels, since different pricings can result in comparatively different evaluations between consumers in different stores.
The behavior of comparing products/ prices even enables different physical stores to be compared online by consulting the location of stores, whether they are open or closed etc. From this perspective, the act of comparing products/ prices by simultaneously using online and offline channels has weight in the purchasing process, since it precedes the acquisition and use of the product.
Interaction with the retailer/ manufacturer
The form of interaction between consumers and retailers/manufacturers differs between the online and offline channels, since the mode of communication, convenience of access to the company, and interactive technologies also differ from one channel to another (Trenz, 2015) . This interaction can be defined as communicative activities that aim to obtain confidence in the transaction or maintain a beneficial relationship and refund losses. This interaction aims to maintain a relationship of value (cost/benefit) and tools of communication are necessary conditions for the occurrence of this phenomenon (Currás-Pérez & Sánches-García, 2012) . In general terms, these interactions initiated by the consumer can generate performance gains via the consequences generated (Dias & Oliveira-Castro, 2006) , minimizing losses and/or obtaining gains of some kind.
The interaction with the retailer/ manufacturer can occur at any stage of the purchasing process. Bhatnagar and Ghose (2004) indicated some attributes considered by consumers before or after making a purchase in the online channel: determining the retailer's reputation, obtaining quality information about products, carrying out refunds, requests, or order cancellations, monitoring the delivery of orders, etc. Customer Services can be useful for these purposes (Filomeno, 2011) and can generate damage reparation (Giordano, 1996) , which is a consequence with the potential to improve the balance of commercial relations.
However, consumers' demands or complaints may be easier to adopt or check in one buying channel than in another due to the configuration of the retail service. Some demands are easier to execute online (e.g. checking 3 The Benefits of Consumers Adopting CCB By adopting CCB, benefits can be generated for the agent who executed it. Executing auxiliary precurrent behaviors (Oliveira-Castro, 2003) can make the purchasing process more efficient, reducing search time, choosing products that provide the best cost/benefit relationship, accelerating or postponing the purchase to a suitable time, etc. That is, CCB can improve consumer performance.
These benefits, or reinforcers in the terms of Skinner (1969) , can be positive or negative. After the execution of a behavior, the positive benefits (reinforcers) are consequent stimuli added to the environment (e.g. making the product available at more sales points, thus generating convenience, or adding an attribute to the product, thus generating greater quality), which increases the frequency of emission of the same behavior in future situations. As for the negative benefits (reinforcers), these are consequent stimuli removed from the environment (e.g. suppression, postponement, or cancellation of an adverse stimulus such as payment of the merchandise), which increases the frequency of emission of the same behavior in future situations. These negative reinforcers are generally presented in the form of avoidance of or escape from a situation that is undesired by the individual, thus avoiding risks (Moreira & Medeiros, 2009) . The difference between the positive (gains) and negative (avoidance of loss) benefits has been pointed out by a number of authors (Magoon, Critchfield, Merrill, Newland, & Schneider, 2017; Nevin & Mandell, 2017) .
Any benefit to the consumer, whether positive or negative, can be utilitarian and/or symbolic (Foxall, 2010) . Utilitarian benefits are those mediated by the acquisition process and use of the product, when for example the consumer buys some washing power again because it was effective in removing a stain on his/her clothes. Symbolic benefits are mediated by social environments, such as buying a good due to a suggestion from some family member. These utilitarian and symbolic benefits can combine with positive and negative benefits, thus forming a 2 x 2 combination matrix.
Positive utilitarian benefits resulting from CCB refer to consequences mediated by the acquisition process and use of a product, which increases the probability of this auxiliary precurrent behavior occurring again, after the insertion of a favorable stimulus. For example, a consumer may search for information on the various configurations or variety of options for a product on websites before heading to a physical store to make the purchase. This search improves the process of acquiring better quality products. Finding the best quality product or discovering a greater variety of the same product are consequences of this behavior, since one retailer, in the role of environment for the consumer (Foxall, 2010) , may add an offer of better quality products than another retailer.
In contrast, negative utilitarian benefits refer to a consequence mediated by the acquisition process and use of the product that increases the probability of this auxiliary precurrent behavior occurring again, after the removal of an unfavorable (aversive) event (Foxall, 1998 (Foxall, , 2005 . This can cover the avoidance of delays in delivering the product, saving resources, and postponement of payment. One example of this case would be the consumer obtaining benefits from making a purchase in the online channel with free shipping (removal of shipping payment) or with the removal of interest, since these are aversive events for the consumer. Thus, the avoidance of risks (or avoidance of loss) can equally improve consumer behavior.
Symbolic benefits are social and mediated by other people (Foxall, 1998) and can be positive and negative. Positive symbolic benefits refer to a social consequence that increases the probability Rafael Barreiros Porto / Sionara Ioco Okada of the precurrent behavior occurring again, after the insertion of an event that results in positive feedback about the consumer's performance (Foxall, 2010; Pohl & Oliveira-Castro, 2008) . For example, a consumer and his family are in a physical store to buy a product. If he uses the internet on his mobile device to compare prices of this product in the online channel, he may find the same product cheaper in another virtual store and can carry out the acquisition in the online channel. His family, in turn, approves of and praises the search behavior of this consumer. This social approval from close ones, via praise and positive recommendations, is a social stimulus that is present in the purchasing situation and can influence the new occurrence of the same behavior due to the better performance generated.
Negative symbolic benefits, in turn, refer to social consequences that increase the probability of the auxiliary precurrent behavior occurring again, after the removal of an event that results in unfavorable (aversive) feedback about the consumer's performance (Foxall, 1998) . This is generally perceived as the avoidance of some social embarrassment. For example, a consumer may have been criticized by a friend for a low quality product bought previously. So, he searches for information about the reputation and honesty of the retailer/manufacturer on complaints sites (e.g. Reclame aqui) before carrying out the next purchase in the physical store. This careful consumer behavior results in his reference group (family and friends) ceasing to criticize him.
Theoretical Model
The theoretical model proposed in this study was inspired by the BPM (Behavioral Perspective Model) model from Foxall (1998) , considering that the main causes of consumer behavior are located in the situation that involves the purchasing process. Foxall (2010) argues that there are discriminatory or adverse stimuli composing the purchasing scenario and that interact with the consumer's learning history to predict a consumer behavior. In addition, this stimulus/response relationship generates consequences, such as the beneficial or harmful ones (utilitarian and symbolic).
Adaptations to the BPM model were made to contextualize this study. The first of them relates to the behavior itself. As CCB is an auxiliary precurrent behavior, its adoption relates to a set of virtual and real responses that assist acquisition. In this sense it is not a final behavior in a behavioral chain of consumption, but rather an intermediate one. The multidimensionality of CCB contemplated in this study has three latent dimensions: i) the simultaneous search for information about a product; ii) product/price comparison; and iii) the interaction with the retailer/manufacturer. These dimensions form the CCB construct; that is, CCB is formed of the combination of these three dimensions and not the cause of them. This warrants the structuring of the second order CCB construct being formative and not reflexive (Henseler, Hubona, & Ray, 2016) .
The second adaptation refers to the consequences. The consequence of a precurrent behavior is a current behavior (end of the chain), but in this paper the consequence will only be addressed by the benefits aspect, such as gains or the avoidance of losses in the purchasing process. Thus, these benefits occur over the course of the behavioral sequence, improving the purchasing process itself. The obtainment of these thus characterizes reinforcements derived from the purchasing process. This study calls them CCB Benefits (third order construct), and they are formed of Utilitarian Benefits and Symbolic Benefits (second order). As both have different content, they form the third order construct, called the formative (and not reflexive) relationship.
In addition, the first order constructs (Positive Utilitarian Benefit and Negative Utilitarian Benefit) have different content from each other (gains and avoidance of loss mediated by the product purchasing process, respectively), and together they form the second order construct Utilitarian Benefit. As for the first order constructs (Positive Symbolic Benefit and Negative Symbolic Benefit), they also have different content from each other (gains and avoidance of loss, mediated by the social environment of the purchasing process, respectively), and together they form the second order construct Symbolic Benefit.
The composites model in this study ( Figure  1 ) was constructed in the format suggested by Van Riel, Henseler, Kemény, and Sasovova (2017) . Its formation is more consistent for explaining the differences in content between the constructs. It more faithfully illustrates the empirical test, avoiding redundant mistaken interpretations between constructs that form hierarchical structures -the problem of incorrect specification of the measurement model (Diamantopoulos, Riefler, & Roth, 2008) . 
Method
This study is explanatory and crosssectional, since the aim was to explain the nature of the relationships between variables by verifying a hypothetical causal model between consumers. The scale validation proposed occurred in two stages: the first relates to the judgment of the semantic content carried out by expert evaluators (Pasquali 2007) , who determined whether the scale measured a representative sample of all the purchasing procedural behaviors related to cross channels and their benefits. The scale creation and development stage was necessary due to the absence of measuring instruments that contemplated CCB and its benefits of adoption. The second stage occurred at the statistical level with factor analyses and convergent validity, discriminant, and reliability tests (Byrne, 2010; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010) . Then the path analysis of the structural model was carried out.
Sample
The total sample obtained totaled 451 respondents, 52.8% of which were female. Regarding the other social demographical factors, around 75% of the respondents stated that they were in the 25-29 age group and more than half of the respondents (53.5%) stated that they were in the 1-5 minimum wages income band. A significant number of respondents (72.5%) stated that they had two or three mobile devices (laptops, smart phones, and tablets).
The Hoelter critical (minimum) sample (0.01) was in the order of 224. The sample of 451 was shown to be more than sufficient to carry out the Confirmatory Factor Analysis. The sampling Rafael Barreiros Porto / Sionara Ioco Okada power for the Confirmatory Factor Analysis with 179 degrees of freedom and an alpha of 0.01 and null hypothesis RMSEA in the order of 0.08 was equal to 99.7%, which is sufficient enough to reduce the chances of occurrence of a Type 2 Error, or false negative.
Development of the Instrument
The elaboration stage of the semantic scale of CCB content and its benefits was necessary to support the creation of items in the questionnaire format and its correspondence to the proposed latent constructs. The steps proposed by Devellis (2011) and Pasquali (2007) were followed. So, initially, a set of 15 (pre-scale) CCB items and 18 (pre-scale) CCB benefit items was created based on the literature review, in which eleven criteria proposed by Pasquali (2007) were adopted.
The semantic validation of the proposed scale was carried out by expert evaluators -PhDs in Behavioral Science and researchers in consumer behavior and also three consumers with more than 10 years' experience in purchases using multichannels, including the digital one. The judges determined whether the items developed belonged to the constitutive definition of the proposed constructs and whether the scale measured a representative sample involving the CCB constructs and those for its benefits (De Vellis, 2011). They were evaluated and only considered adequate if there was a minimum agreement of 80% of the judges with regard to the classification into categories and factors.
As a result of this phase, some items were eliminated from both scales and the redactions and wording of some of them were altered. In the final version, the set of 9 sentences for CCB used a 5-point scale of frequency (1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = always) to determine the adoption of the alternating use of online and offline channels in a purchasing process.
In the final version of the CCB Benefits scale, the set of 12 sentences were laid out in a 5-point scale of agreement (1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree) to determine the perception of the benefits. The set of items, with the confirmatory validation of 9 items for CCB and of 12 items for benefits, can be seen in Table 1 , with their measures and standard deviation.
Table 1
Wording of the CCB and benefits scales, items, and descriptive analysis Wording of the CCB: Mark the frequency of your behavior concerning the process of purchasing a product X using the online and offline channels. Source: research data.
Latent Constructs

Data collection and analysis procedure
Self-applied printed questionnaires were applied in the cities of Goiânia and Brasília, as well as online questionnaires, in a period that ran for 10 weeks. The data were inserted into an electronic spreadsheet and into the ADANCO software for Partial Least Squares (PLS) Modeling with a structure of composites -formative.
In the analysis of the assumptions, notably in the univariate and multivariate normality analyses (Mardia Index), it can be inferred that most of the asymmetry and kurtosis values were different to zero (below 1.0), approaching acceptable values; however, univariate values of the kurtosis were found that were above 1.0.
The results also indicated the non-multivariate normality of the data with a critical ratio of 6.315, and so, Partial Least Squares Modeling was used.
It should be noted that the total sample was randomly subdivided into two to evaluate the stability of the model (Cohen, 1988) for validation and calibration test purposes. However, due to limited space in the article, only the result for the total sample will be shown. Based on this, convergent validity, discriminant, and composite reliability tests were made viable (Byrne, 2010; Hair et al., 2010) , as well as a confirmatory factor analysis for the process of purifying the proposed scale (Churchill, 1979) .
Results
Initially, the results from the confirmatory validations of CCB and CCB Benefits will be demonstrated. Then the CCB path analysis for the factors of the CCB Benefits is explained.
Validation of the CCB and CCB benefits scales
Initially, Explanatory Factor Analysis (EFA) was carried out to identify the number of factors required for the explanation of CCB and of the CCB benefits. With the direct Oblimin method of extraction into main rotation components and Kaiser normalization, the KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) test presented a value of 0.722 (p ≤ 0.01) for CCB and 0.848 (p ≤ 0.01) for the CCB benefits. The test showed that the factor analysis can be considered acceptable for the data and so the matrix could be factored.
Next, the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was carried out for the empirical validation of the scales. The total sample was randomly divided into two subsamples (not shown in the article due to limited space), with first order constructs. The weighted Chi-squared test (χ 2 /gl) resulted in 2.54 (p ≤ 0.01), the (GFI) quality adjustment index was in the order of 0.915, CFI was in the order of 0.905, the RMSEA was 0.06, and the SRMR was 0.05. The model was considered very good since the results found are consistent with the acceptable values of Absolute Adjustment and Parsimonious Adjustment (Byrne, 2010; Hair et al., 2010) .
The final convergent validity test (upper part of Table 2) indicated that the loads of the first order constructs are significant and that there is evidence that the observable variables have convergent validity. All the constructs confirmed by the CFA had an Average Variance Extracted (AVE) of more than 0.50.
The composite reliability test showed that all the variables that remained in the measurement model of each construct had more than 0.70 reliability, with the minimum reliability resulting in 0.75 and the maximum in 0.91. The Cronbach's alpha was higher than 0.70. All these values indicate that the constructs and observable variables confirmed by the CFA are reliable and represent the constructs well, in accordance with the indications of Hair et al. (2010) .
The discriminant validity (DV) analysis occurred using the Fornell and Larcker criterion and can be seen in the lower part of Table 2 . The result shows that the AVE value of the constructs was greater than the value of the correlations squared (Hair, Gabriel, & Patel, 2014) . The constructs are different and do not overlap each other, thus presenting discriminant validity. *Note: Numbers in the main diagonal refer to the average variance extracted -AVE and numbers outside the diagonal are the values of the correlations between the constructs of the model squared (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) . 
Structural model of CCB and its benefits
Initially, tests were carried out to determine the reflexive or formative structure of the second and third order constructs using Partial Least Squares (Gudergan, Ringle, Wende, & Will, 2008) . The tetrad analyses proved that both the CCB and Benefits second order constructs and the Benefits third order one obey a formative structure (p ≤ 0.01). Thus, the structural model with the first order CCB factors was pursued, forming its second order factor, and three formats of relationships with the benefits were tested, containing: (1) only the third order factor, (2) only the second order factors, and (3) only the first order factors. This was necessary due to the formative structure of the CCB benefits.
All these tests obtained good adjustment indicators for the estimated model (SRMR 0.02; d uls = 0.01; d g = 0.01, all below the corresponding value of the 99% percentile -HI99 -and 95% percentile -HI95%), thus being better for the third order model of the benefits. The results can be seen in Table 3 . It is perceived that the greater the adoption of CCB, the greater the perception of achieving Benefits (B = 0.42; p ≤ 0.01), predicted by all the first order constructs of CCB, especially product/price comparison (B = 0.18; p ≤ 0.01). It is observed that the greater the adoption of CCB, the greater the perception of achieving the Symbolic Benefit (B = 0.29; p ≤ 0.01) and Utilitarian Benefit (B = 0.29; p ≤ 0.01), predicted in a similar way for both by all the first order constructs of CCB, especially price/product comparison (B = 0.14; p ≤ 0.01). And, finally, the greater the adoption of CCB, the greater the perception of achieving all the first order benefits, especially the Negative Utilitarian Benefit (B = 0.31; p ≤ 0.01) and the Negative Symbolic Benefit (B = 0.28; p ≤ 0.01). All were predicted by the first order factor of CCB, especially price/product comparison (varying from B = 0.09 to 0.15). Figure 2 illustrates the path analysis of the final structural model of the first, second, and third order factors with the standardized weights on the axes that form the greater hierarchical structure and the CCB estimate (2 nd order) regarding the Benefits (3 rd order), 0.42 (p ≤ 0.01). The explained variance regarding the Benefits is in the order of 18%, which means that CCB is responsible for a low alteration in the performance of the consumer purchasing process, indicating that there are other explanatory variables for this performance that are not investigated in this study. Key: PSB (positive symbolic benefits of CCB), NSB (negative symbolic benefits of CCB), PUB (positive utilitarian benefits of CCB), NUB (negative utilitarian benefits of CCB), Benefits (benefits of CCB), Symbolic Benefits (symbolic benefits of CCB), Utilitarian Benefits (utilitarian benefits of CCB), CCB (Cross Channel Behavior), Comparison (product/price comparison), Search (simultaneous information search), Interaction (interaction with the retailer/manufacturer).
Discussion
The results demonstrate that by often adopting Cross Channel Behavior, the consumer perceives the obtainment of benefits related to it. These benefits are gains and the avoidance of utilitarian and symbolic losses, which can improve the consumer's performance, making the process of purchasing products/services more agile and efficient. This finding corroborates with the studies on auxiliary precurrent behaviors in the behavioral literature (Dias & Oliveira-Castro, 2006; Oliveira-Castro, 2003; Oliveira-Castro & Campos, 2004; Pohl & Oliveira-Castro, 2008) and also the use of purchasing multi-channels (Trenz, 2015) , indicating that common consumer behaviors, when the online and offline channels are used, can make the purchasing process more efficient (e.g. finding better quality products, saving time and resources, etc).
Thus, by adopting CCB, consumers obtain gains (they choose products that provide better quality, they verify the availability of products, they receive compliments, etc) and avoid costs or risks (they save time and resources, they avoid delays and criticism, etc). This induces the obtainment of reinforcers (Foxall, 1998 (Foxall, , 2005 (Foxall, , and 2010 ) that can stimulate the repetition of CCB for a better purchasing process (Gensler et al., 2012) .
Oliveira-Castro and Campos (2004) already reported that when the individual presents good performance, he engages in behaviors (e.g. buying) as a result of the training from auxiliary precurrent responses (searching for information, comparing prices, etc), but after some time he no longer trains (he eliminates the auxiliary precurrent behavior) because he has already learned (he has learned what product/service to buy and how to buy it).
Thus, the availability of new (online) purchasing technologies enables new procedures to be learned regarding how to buy products/ services (Gensler et al., 2012; Gerritsen et. al., 2014) . This requires the consumer to test this new technology or these new technologies (Xu et al., 2010) and learn new behaviors in relation to the previously learned purchasing process. The results of this study show that consumers are learning to improve their purchasing processes by simultaneously using the online and offline channel, since on a scale of 1 to 5, the consumers adopt CCB with a general average of 3.5 (Standard Deviation = 0.7).
Therefore, the result of this study indicates that the CCB auxiliary precurrent behaviors come to exist and are useful for the consumer to learn to buy "better". This is shown by this study in the relationship between the CCB second order factor and the CCB Benefits third order factor. Thus, behaviors of searching for stores, simulating purchases, clicking on search fields on web pages, and accessing Customer Services are behaviors produced by consumers that are shown to be part of the way information is searched for, products or prices are compared, and the interaction takes place with retailers/manufacturers (validated here as CCB Scale constructs) to obtain gains or minimize losses. The CCB dimensions found here are new behaviors involving adaptation to new technologies (Xu et al., 2010) that show new ways of doing old "things". That is, they are new purchasing procedure behaviors to obtain more reinforcers and reduce punishers (Foxall, 2010) .
In turn, there are two types of CCB Benefits (utilitarian and symbolic) that can be subdivided into positive and negative. CCB exerts a similar influence over utilitarian and symbolic benefits, mainly derived from product/price comparison, corroborating studies from Foxall (2005 Foxall ( , 2010 and the model in this study, inspired by the Behavioral Perspective Model.
Howe ve r, t h i s s t u d y s p e c i f i c a l l y demonstrates that the positive and negative dimensions of both benefits are predicted by CCB. These positive and negative benefits are ways of achieving reinforcers and avoiding punishers (Moreira & Medeiros, 2009 ). In particular, the Negative Utilitarian and Symbolic Benefits are the types of benefits best predicted by CCB, indicating that the postponement of payments, avoidance of delays in obtaining a product, and avoidance of criticism from close ones are the main reinforcers. This result indicates that by using CCB in their purchasing processes, consumers mostly respond to the stimuli of removal or reduction of both utilitarian and symbolic aversive events.
Thus, the high frequency of adoption of CCB produces an attempt (training) to improve the consumer's performance with regard to his/her purchasing process. Together, the CCB Benefits are qualified as consequences that improve purchasing processes and this study presents a statistically validated scale to determine this process.
Final Remarks
This paper has developed and validated a scale of adoption of cross channel behavior and its utilitarian and symbolic benefits, these being both positive and negative. The multidimensionality of CCB (simultaneous information search, product/ price comparisons, and interaction with retailers/ manufacturers) and of the CCB benefits enabled good adjustment parameters to be acquired and parsimony of the final structural model of the research. The finding of the relationship between the constructs enabled an improvement in the performance of the consumer's purchasing process to be determined, especially the avoidance of costs and losses.
Despite the validated scale covering a broad spectrum of cross channel behaviors, not all were addressed, thus constituting a limitation of the study. As they are dynamic, new online and offline behaviors can emerge and alter the purchasing process, and this can lead to updates of the validated scale. Similarly, the benefits investigated here were related to the purchasing process, and CCB may generate other types of benefits. Future studies could address them and carry out experimental studies with (or without) the CCB scale and its perceived benefits, determining reinforcers and punishers in a longitudinal study.
The practical implications of the paper relate to the detection of the performance of the consumer's purchasing process. Marketing consultants can use the validated scale to diagnose the possibilities or not of implementing integrated management of the online and offline channels of a particular company. For example, detecting the intended strategy assists in obtaining gains for the consumer (better quality of products) derived from the consumer's purchasing process. Marketing researchers can use the CCB scale and that of its benefits to advance knowledge regarding the sales process in different retail channels and the consumer purchasing process. All in all, the study contributes by offering a measure that determines the consumer's performance in his/ her modern purchasing process.
